More and more, international institutions pursue their objectives together in the form of partnerships. Partnerships are established to work towards important policy objectives in relation to global health, environmental protection, and so on. However, the activities of partnerships may lead to questions of responsibility when such objectives are not achieved, or when third party interests are affected. This Forum explores questions of responsibility-the term responsibility being used in a broad sense-that may arise in relation to partnerships and in particular the question of whether responsibility can be shared between the actors that participate in a partnership. These introductory notes provide the necessary background by defining the concepts of partnerships and shared responsibility, and identify ten conclusions on shared responsibility that can be drawn from the case-studies on particular partnerships.
Introduction
More and more, international institutions pursue their objectives together.
While not new, this phenomenon has gained significance over the past few decades. To some extent, cooperation among international institutions can be seen as the extension of inter-State cooperation. States set up international institutions because they cannot achieve their aims alone, but these institutions rapidly find out that they too cannot achieve their aims alone, and thus engage in cooperation with other institutions and with States. At the same time, cooperation among international institutions does not merely replicate inter-State cooperation.
As the stakes of global governance have evolved, so have also the aims that international organizations have set for themselves as actors in the international scene. In this respect, the intensification and diversification of cooperation among international institutions has been the engine for producing new aims, rather than the instrument for fostering existing ones. Let us think, for instance, of global climate governance. Cooperation between international institutions has paved the way for the creation of new tools, such as those of climate finance through trust funds.1 Not only have these tools marked a step forward in the handling of an existing issue, but climate finance has also entered with full rights into the current strategic agenda of global climate governance. In this sense, the experience of cooperation shapes what international institutions can conceive, and aspire to achieve, as aims of their action.
Along with the aims of cooperation, its forms have also evolved. Contrary to inter-State cooperation, at least in its most significant expression, interinstitutional cooperation is generally based on hybrid and informal arrangements. This is linked to the twofold quality of cooperation: whereas it exposes participating institutions to increased risk due to the complexity of operations, it also offers a shield for international institutions to engage in activities that they would be unable or reluctant to pursue alone. Examples are situations where the United Nations ('un') faces reluctance from local authorities, or the high-risk operations through which the World Bank collects funds for development initiatives in global financial markets. Striking the balance between these two features-the increased risk and the potential protection offered by cooperation-requires a certain degree of flexibility, which will thus be crucial to the viability and appeal of any collaborative enterprise. As the contributions to this Forum suggest, the preference for informal or not-fully institutionalised arrangements reflects the need to adapt to the specific context depending on the situation at hand. Lack of formality often goes hand in hand with the establishment of loose, and therefore low-risk, collaborative schemes. The adoption of more formal undertakings is, instead, a way to curb the high exposure involved in situations of close cooperation. This in turn strengthens the incentive for cooperation, as being that of pursuing otherwise hardly achievable or manageable objectives.
Various terms have been used to capture the burgeoning of interinstitutional cooperation. Some refer to networks of institutions,2 and indeed some of these cooperative ventures refer to themselves as networks.3 However, as will become clear from the contributions to this Forum, both in practice and scholarship, there is now much support for using the label of 'partnerships' , and it is that concept on which we will focus. This Forum will focus on one particular question that may arise in the practice of partnerships: how have questions of responsibility-the term responsibility being used in a broad sense-that may arise in relation to partnerships been addressed? Like international organizations generally, partnerships are established to work towards important policy objectives in relation to global health, environmental protection, development, and peace and security. Still, the activities of partnerships, and/or the organizations that participate in them, may pose questions of responsibility when such objectives are not achieved, or when third party interests are affected.
In the case of the Gavi partnership, for instance, responsibly may arise for having funded a vaccine that turns out to be unsafe.4 In the context of military activities of the un or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization ('nato'), harm may be caused in the course of military operations carried out in cooperation with partner institutions.5 In relation to World Bank partnerships, it has been observed that inherent in huge fund flows "that can readily overwhelm local resources and capacity is the possibility … of fund misuse". 6 In such cases, the question is how international law deals with questions of responsibility that arise in the complex setting of a partnership. One option we explore is that in such cases responsibility is, or can be, shared between multiple actors participating in the partnership, or between participants and the partnership itself. In that respect, the present Forum is a case study of a wider inquiry into the possibilities of shared responsibility in international law.7 However, it will appear throughout this Forum that this is only one of many options, and that the question of responsibility in the context of partnerships is characterized by a great diversity.
In these introductory notes, we will briefly discuss the concept of partnerships (Section 2), the legal nature of partnerships (Section 3), and the concept of (shared) responsibility (Section 4). We conclude with a brief roadmap (Section 5), and a summary of the main findings relating to responsibility (Section 6).
The Concept of Partnerships
The Oxford English Dictionary defines 'partnership' as "an association of two or more people as partners". It then defines 'association' as "a group of people organized for a joint purpose", and 'partner' as "a person who takes part in an undertaking with another or others".8 This partnership definition brings us two interesting points. First, partnerships have a joint purpose; and, second, they involve some form of organization or undertaking with another, without necessarily involving a new legal entity (though sometimes they do).9 This definition is broad enough to encompass the wide variety of constructions to be found in the world of partnerships. It is difficult to provide a prototype of the collaborative schemes that are reflected in partnerships. Indeed, the assumption that 'partnerships' are a useful unit of analysis does not go without saying and calls for further explanation. This point has not only general,10 but also specific pertinence to the individual subject areas covered by this Forum, such as nato, the World Bank, and the un.
Insofar as partnerships vary widely, one may wonder if further distinction would provide more analytical power for describing, understanding, and prescribing in relation to cooperation between international institutions. More specifically, the question arises of what purpose the partnership label can serve for a general responsibility regime. The diversity that one faces at the outset discourages against venturing into more than case-specific considerations. At the same time, the tendency to reproduce certain patterns of collaboration out of institutional emulation is very strong. The apparent universality that seems to underpin the success of the notion of partnerships stands in tension with the variety that this notion includes. This tension calls for theoretical reflection. It is timely, indeed, to measure the theoretical and top-down approach that has prevailed towards the responsibility of international institutions against the tension bred by a notion emanating, on its part, eminently from international practice. Exposing both the variety and the common elements of partnerships in relation to questions of (shared) responsibility is thus in itself a major aim of this Forum.
A more promising option than insisting on a unifying concept is to identify the vectors across which the flexibility of partnerships finds expression. Two such vectors are actors and rationale. A third one (the nature of legal instruments) is discussed in the next section.
One vector across which partnerships can be differentiated is that of actors. Even though our prime interest is in partnerships between international institutions, partnerships have also long seen an important participation of 9 One of the few exceptions is the Global Water Partnership Organization, which has "full legal personality under international law" (Statutes, Article 1). Another exception is the Consortium for Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research ('cgiar'), which was established as a fully-fledged international organization after its 2010 reform.
Other partnerships in the field of finance development, and particularly those involving the World Bank, are also endowed with international legal personality. 10 See generally Blokker, supra note 3.
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private actors, such as foundations and associations. This has been the case as of the development-oriented partnerships of the 1970s. These early experiences mainly concerned knowledge-related activities, this fact accounting in part for the opening up to the private parties.11 More recently, however, private actors have gained prominence also in security-related initiatives, notably at the regional level, as illustrated by nato's partnership portfolio.12 This is also the case in the field of global health.13 Along with private actors, partnerships have seen the participation of international institutions of different sorts. This diversity is particularly evident in the field of finance development, where the actors involved range from international financial institutions, including the World Bank and regional development banks, to un agencies and programmes. Partnerships can also include national institutions. An example is the Global Environmental Facility ('gef'), a un-World Bank partnership, which first opened its gates to other organizations, and then to national institutions under the 2010 extended scheme for accreditation.14 The second principal vector of diversity concerns the rationale behind partnerships. A large part of partnerships consist in loose forms of collaboration the axis of which is formed through the sharing of certain policy goals. This is particularly the case where cooperation is highly sensitive, such as in security-related partnerships. More broadly, one can safely say that the partnership label is used most often precisely to indicate such loose schemes of cooperation.15 Rather than a common action, the rationale is here that of some sort of alignment in terms of policy orientation. There are however more robust and structured partnerships. The underlying strategic interest is that of pooling resources among partners. In the field of development 11 A good example is the cgiar, which was launched in 1971 by the World Bank with the sponsorship of the United Nations Development Programme ('undp') and the Food and Agricultural Organization ('fao'). finance, the main objective is the design and implementation of concrete projects. Among these more structured partnerships we also find forms of collaboration aimed at knowledge-related activities, including research and networking. In the area of peace and security maintenance, instead, the un joins forces with other institutions to facilitate the establishment and management of field missions.16
The Nature of the Legal Instruments at the Basis of Partnerships
If partnerships vary widely in terms of actors and rationale, the most immediate expression of such flexibility is in the legal instruments underpinning partnerships. The legal nature of these instruments is not always clear-cut, and much depends on the wider question of what we ultimately consider as an international agreement.
At least as regards their international legal quality, the agreements between international organizations are relatively unproblematic. We shall nonetheless mention two issues that are related in particular to the hybrid nature of these arrangements. First, their binding legal character seems, at least in part, to depend on the type of cooperation set up by the partners. Whereas agreements establishing loose schemes of cooperation tend to exclude expressly their binding legal quality, we do not find similar provisions in the case of more complex schemes of cooperation. A good realm for measuring this difference is that of development finance. The instruments establishing avenues for cooperation between the World Bank and regional development banks are unequivocally couched in non-binding terms.17 On the contrary, instruments setting up the framework for project financing through trust funds can be considered as legally binding insofar as they contain provisions on entry into force and withdrawal.18 This applies to agreements concluded with international 16 See generally Grenfell, supra note 5. 17
An example is Article ix of the Memorandum of Understanding between the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the African Development Bank and the African Development Fund, which reads as follows: "This Memorandum of Understanding reflects the views and intentions of the Parties expressed in good faith but without the creation of any legal obligation or the incurrence of any legal liability on the part of any of them". The case of agreements concluded with private entities is somewhat thornier. Some of these agreements have a legally binding nature under domestic law, but this is more the exception than the rule. Notwithstanding the lack of legal personality of private actors, the agreements between them and an international organization shall not be considered as an internal act of this organization. Insofar as these agreements reflect a joint expression of will, it would be erroneous to equate them with unilateral acts of an international organization. There is, in other words, no plausible basis for considering the lack of legal personality of private actors as the lack of an expression of will altogether. To further complicate the picture of the legal nature of agreements setting up partnerships, it is worth noticing that partnerships often comprise several instruments of a different legal nature. This 'patchwork' structure is to be found particularly in the field of development finance. The complex schemes proper to financing through trust funds may comprise unilateral acts of an international organization,22 more classical legal agreements, as well as informal arrangements couched in political terms. One example of this complexity is the Global Environmental Facility ('gef').23 This partnership reunites un agencies, the World Bank, multilateral development banks, and, on an ad hoc basis, national institutions. Part of the relevant legal relationships are established by international agreements (e.g., the gef Instrument and Financial Procedure Agreements); part are regulated by a combination of hybrid instruments-for instance, the relationships with Executing Agencies are based on various gef Council decisions, as well as on mous.
It will appear in the various contributions to this Forum that the variety in the legal nature of the constitutive instruments is of direct relevance for the possible existence, and form, of (shared) responsibility.
(Shared) Responsibility
In this Forum, we will focus on one particular aspect of partnerships between institutions: how questions of responsibility that may arise in the course of the operation of partnerships are resolved. While partnerships have noble objectives in relation to public policy, this does not exclude the possibility that the activities of partnerships, and/or the institutions that participate in them, lead to outcomes that are harmful to either some participants in the partnership, or to third parties. If so, the complexity of partnerships makes the question of responsibility a thorny one. We define the term 'harm' broadly. In some (rare) cases, activities of partnerships may lead to legal injury for third parties, for instance in situations of peacekeeping where rights of civilians are violated.24 But much more common are situations where a partnership sets out to achieve certain objectives, perhaps causing interested parties to rely on the realisation of such aims, and the partnership does not deliver its promises. In both cases, the question arises as to how questions of responsibility are to be addressed. Is the partnership as such responsible, is responsibility channelled to particular members, or is responsibility somehow shared between multiple actors? We define 'responsibility' in a broad sense as well. The term includes in any case responsibility as used by the International Law Commission ('ilc'): i.e. responsibility based on an internationally wrongful act.25 However, it will appear in the course of this Forum that the role of this formal responsibility in relation to partnerships has been very limited. To capture also the variety of other, 'softer' responses to situations where partnerships affect particular interests, we use the term responsibility to include situations where some forum (e.g., an inspection panel) assesses conduct of partners in a partnership against some international standards, without making determinations of an internationally wrongful act. The term responsibility then covers what often is referred to as accountability. 26 We observe that different types of responsibilities can be engaged.27 Generally, most attention is focused on what can be called 'implementation responsibility': responsibility for actual conduct 'on the ground' , such as the actual spending of money of trust funds, actual conduct for health prevention (such as vaccination), and actual military conduct in operations of nato, the African Union ('au') or the un. In partnerships, however, issues arise in relation to two further dimensions. One set of issues has to do with implementation: is control at this level carried out by the partnership as such (rarely), or rather by one of the organizations involved (mostly, as in the case of the un and the World Bank)?28
Another set of issues has to do with the exercise of supervision. In all partnerships, there needs to be some degree of supervision, which is exercised over In those, admittedly rare, situations where the practice of partnerships raises questions of responsibility, our particular interest is in the question of whether such responsibility is, or can be, shared between multiple actors participating in the partnership, or between participants and the partnership itself. If so, we can speak of shared responsibility for harm caused by a partnership. We speak of 'shared responsibility' when a multiplicity of actors who participate in a partnership, or the partnership as such, contributes to a particular harmful outcome, and the responsibility for this harmful outcome is distributed separately among more than one participant and the partnership as such. 30 However, notwithstanding the multiplicity of actors involved in a partnership, shared responsibility clearly is only one option. Other possibilities are that the partnership as a whole is considered responsible; that only one of the participating actors is held responsible; or that, because of the multiplicity of actors involved in the partnership, and also because of the absence of procedural mechanisms, no single actor is responsible.
The obvious starting point for questions of responsibility arising in partnerships of international institutions are the ilc Articles on the Responsibility of International Organizations ('ario').31 The ario are relevant to questions of shared responsibility, as they recognize that international organizations can be responsible for acts done together with States, and importantly, other international organizations.32 The ilc could only refer to very little practice of such shared responsibility between international organizations in its commentary. But in any case, it is not immediately clear that the ario are very relevant for questions that arise in practice in partnerships among institutions.33 To the extent that questions of responsibility arise, the relevant actors appear to have preferred other solutions. Certain partnerships, for instance, 29 Stumpf, ibid., at Section 7. In general, it can be said that the law of responsibility in relation to partnerships among international institutions is underdeveloped, and that international practice has not yet been sufficiently analysed and systemised. It is the aim of this Forum to contribute to the understanding of the practice of partnerships. Two issues emerge as particularly problematic across the different contributions to this Forum.
The first issue is the significance of lex specialis.35 Although not all partnerships present provisions in this respect, some of them provide for an explicit allocation of responsibility among partners. One is thus confronted with the question of whether these provisions have any relevance for the invocation of responsibility by third parties that are possibly affected by the harmful implications of partnership-related activities.
The second issue is that of dealing with the different levels at which the joint character of a partnership can find expression. In some cases, such as those involving development finance, there is some degree of joint action both at the level of decision making and at the level of the implementation of activities. In other cases, the joint character of partnerships extends exclusively to an operational aspect. As it will appear, this is important for the purposes of deciding whether the paradigm of direct responsibility of each single partner is more fitting than that of indirect responsibility of one partner for the acts of other partners.
Roadmap
Against this background, the present Forum primarily seeks to identify and map the relevant practice and arrangements of partnerships, to confront these with the established rules on responsibility, and to identify what responsibility practices have emerged that lie outside the notion of responsibility as articulated by the ilc. Among the questions that are discussed in this Forum are the usefulness of the concept of partnerships as an analytical tool; the nature of the problem (i.e. to what extent activities of partnerships have resulted in harmful outcomes); and the arrangements or practices that partnerships have developed for addressing responsibility for harm. With respect to 34 Grenfell, supra note 5, at Sections 2.1 and 2.2. 35
Pergantis, supra note 21, at Section 4.1; and Stumpf, supra note 6, at Section 8.2.
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Partnerships between International Institutions international organizations law review 13 (2016) 1-20 these issues, the Forum attempts to assess the relevance of general principles of responsibility, as developed by the ilc, for determining responsibility in partnerships among international institutions; the degree to which we can speak of shared responsibility between actors participating in a partnership; whether the arrangements by which partnerships are set up provide for the possibility of responsibility; and how responsibility is or should be divided in the partnership. The scope and thrust of ex ante arrangements in relation to responsibility are also addressed. The Forum includes eight contributions that address these questions. It starts with two more general discussions. Niels Blokker provides a general overview and analysis of partnerships among international institutions. He shows that there is a wide variety of forms of cooperation between international organizations and external entities in the current practice of international organizations. Some of these are called partnerships; others have different names. Blokker argues that the need for international organizations to cooperate with other entities is likely to stay, that probably more partnerships-whatever their name-will be established in the future, and that in principle this is a positive development.
Paolo Palchetti focusses specifically on partnerships among international organizations from the angle of the law of international responsibility. By examining a number of issues relating to this problem-such as whether, and to what extent, the fact that an organization hosts a partnership has an impact on attribution of conduct-his study aims at assessing the potential and limits of the current rules of attribution in dealing with the complex scenarios created by partnerships.
After these two general discussions, six articles examine specific partnerships. The first three of these concern military matters. Katarina Grenfell discusses the partnerships established between the un and regional organizations, in particular the African Union ('au') and the European Union. Her article examines the policy and practice of the un regarding the use of partnerships in peacekeeping operations, including the legal framework which applies in respect of issues of responsibility.
Vassilis Pergantis discusses partnerships between the United Nations and the au. His article sheds light on the multifaceted role of the un on the strategic and operational planning and evolution, as well as the funding of regional (au) peace support operations. The analysis of the relevant responsibility allocation clauses shows that a holistic rather than a micromanaging approach should be adopted. The different aspects of un involvement in regional missions should be treated as an aggregate, which should be taken into account as a whole when allocating responsibility. 14 Marten Zwanenburg illustrates nato-established partnerships. The article describes nato's policy and practice related to partnerships, and then discusses issues of responsibility.
These contributions are followed by two articles on the World Bank. Andrea E. Stumpf examines trust-funded partnership programmes involving the World Bank. She suggests that the variety and complexity of World Bank partnership programmes, especially those that contract major fund flows, can be sustained only if partners are able to allocate roles and responsibilities amongst themselves. She also argues that agreed terms, set forth in signed agreements and adopted partnership documents, should be considered 'rules of the organization' under the ario, and should be recognised when allocating responsibility among international organizations and other partners in international development initiatives.
Antonella Angelini examines World Bank partnerships from a different angle. She focuses on how the logic of risk management shapes partnerships in their relational dimension and legal design. Separate, and often parallel, threads of accountability correspond to the bundles of relationships among partners. She then argues that while general rules of responsibility are not altogether displaced, these have few chances to cover those partnerships in which risk allocation is pervasive. In such cases, partners exercise virtually no factual control over one another, fundamentally limiting the role of the ario.
Finally, Eelco Szabó examines partner arrangements in Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance. Gavi has evolved from a loose partnership, bringing together the major stakeholders in immunization, to an organization in its own right with legal personality. He exposes how the original partnership set-up remains a very important part of Gavi's structure, since it became an organization in its own right. The analysis is centred on how Alliance partners aim to increase access to immunisation in the poorest countries of the world, and the implications this may have on partner accountability or responsibility to third parties.
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Overview of the Main Findings in Relation to Responsibility
Without striving for completeness, we articulate ten findings that emerge from the collection of articles in this Forum with respect to questions of (shared) responsibility.
(1) The assessment of responsibility in partnerships invariably raises the question of the legal personality of the partnership-if only because legal personality is a conditio sine qua non for the allocation of responsibility to the partnership as such. The collection of articles makes clear that partnerships tend to be loose forms of cooperation, which rarely take the form of a legal person.36 In some cases, notably Gavi, such personality only exists under domestic law.37 Indeed, precisely because of the absence of personality, there is at least a theoretical risk that responsibility 'falls through the cracks' . In relation to Gavi, for instance, the combination of immunity from domestic jurisdiction in Switzerland and the non-applicability of the ario risks depriving third parties of all legal recourse. 38 In a different context, but in a similar tone, Stumpf notes: "the collective nature of the governing body tends to obscure individual responsibility, resulting in less responsibility than the sum of its parts".39 Similar problems exist also in relation to nato,40 where they seem to result in part from the absence of access to relevant information on the roles and conduct of various partners.41 (2) Because of the high risks of responsibility to which partners are mutually exposed, they have an interest in clarifying ex ante their respective role in the partnership. organizations in their comments to the ario, is referenced in the contributions on the World Bank and the un in the present Forum.54 (4) To the extent that no specific arrangements have been made for the allocation of responsibility, the question of allocation is in principle governed by the ario. The general headings of the ario seem applicable,55 including the presumption of independent responsibility, the (limited) possibility of derived responsibility, and the absence of a clear provision on joint and several liability. However, a few caveats are in order. One is that, in the absence of legal personality of the partnership, the ario do not apply to the partnership as such. Another is that, with the exception of military matters, the ario have so far played a small role in actual discussions on responsibility in partnerships. Perhaps most importantly, due to the intricate nature of a partnership, the ario does not appear to provide a solution to all questions concerning the allocation of responsibility. It will often be difficult to establish whether the contribution of the members to the harm is such that it justifies the attribution of responsibility to them. Palchetti refers in particular to the "question of the responsibility of members of a partnership for the conduct of an organization or a state, with a view to implementing decisions taken by the governing body of the partnership".56 While decision-making activity of collective bodies of a partnership may certainly contribute to harmful outcomes, "it can hardly give rise to the international responsibility of the partners involved in such activity".57 Palchetti observes that this situation could fall within the scope of Article 65 of the ario, which recognizes the existence of issues of responsibility not covered by the ario, "also in view of possible developments on matters that are not yet governed by international law". (5) Turning to the substance of questions of responsibility, it is clear from our overview that the most common approach to questions of responsibility in partnerships is to 'individualize' responsibility. It then will come down to identifying individual contributions by individual actors. For instance, Szabó notes that while Gavi brings together organizations that work collectively on achieving a common goal, "it would appear that each of those partners would retain responsibility for contributions 54 Ibid., at Section 3; and Stumpf, supra note 6, at Section 8.2. 55 Palchetti, supra note 23, at p. 46. 56
Ibid., at section 6. 57
Ibid.
that they themselves fund and conduct".58 In relation to nato, "the basic principle appears to be that of independent responsibility: each troopcontributing State settles claims that are the result of damage caused by that State's troops".59 In un practice, partnership arrangements with regional organizations are usually structured in such a way that "[e]ach is responsible for the conduct and discipline of its own personnel".60 All of this is in line with the dominance of independent responsibility in general international law.61 Moreover, it is supported by weighty considerations of legal policy: it is a plausible proposition that organizations would be less inclined to join partnerships if they believe that their participation would result in a responsibility or accountability for the actions of others. (6) A form of shared responsibility could nonetheless be construed when partnerships can be seen as a common organ. Palchetti refers to the examples of the Global Environmental Facility and unaids.62 If so, all subjects are indeed capable of bearing responsibility. (7) The general principle that control underlies attribution-which is, for instance, articulated in Article 7 of the ario and in a different form in Article 15 of the ario-is relevant in the context of partnerships. Depending on the nature of control, this may either lead to exclusive (non-shared) responsibility, or derived (and mostly shared) responsibility. Grenfell observes that, due to the control it exercises over unamid, the un will be responsible for addressing third party claims.63 However, it would seem that control in partnerships is often fractured over the multiple participating actors. Angelini observes that [a]s a result of the different forms of allocation of risk among partners, control is fractioned, and it does not run through the entire pp [partnership programme] chain with the same intensity. Nor is control necessarily of the same nature throughout the pp chain, and it surely is not of the factual and material kind envisaged in the ario.64
